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The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be found 
in a prior Office action. 

Claims 1-6, 8-12, 14, 15 and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Baines 5822220 taken with Mosow 5213663, Hultman et al. 4311666, Engdahl 4762590 
and Bertelsen CA 1198558. 

Baines teaches in columns 5 and 9 computer control of a causticization process. The 
computer can monitor any parameter characteristic of the system and send via feedback loop 
controls to other inputs to achieve a stable reaction system. The differences versus the claims is 
what variables are monitored. Musow teaches in columns 2 and 4 that each system can have a 
different variable measured, like titratable alkali or density. Hultman teaches the measurement 
of green density and control of white infeed- see col. 1 lines 20-25 and col. 10 lines 10-15. 
Concerning the addition of white liquor to the process, Engdahl teaches this in col. 3 and fig. 1. 
Bertelsen teaches on pgs. 15-17 measuring the TTA and conductivity, and indicates that any 
parameter can be measured, depending upon the system. Page 25 thereof teaches measuring 
the density of the green liquor, and provides a good summary of the teachings of the reference. 
Page 3 teaches recycling the white liquor to the green liquor for complete reaction. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to control the infeeds as in Hultman and monitor the density or alkali in the process of 
Baines, using the methods of the supporting refeences, because doing so asserts control over 
the process for monitoring for optimum results. Adding white liquor is an obvious expedient to 
form the desired carbonate product. Note that in general, processes can be optimized (In re 
Boesch 205 USPQ 215). The workings of how the computer makes calculations (claims 8, 12, 
14) are deemed conventional as to how computer control programs work- see Baines columns 
8-9. Choosing coefficients which accurately model reality is an obvious expedient, to assure 
efficiency. 
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Claims 1-6, 8-12, 14, 15, 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragrapin, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

The language in claimi implies Jepson format, but is not proper. It is not clear what the 'base' 
process is and what the 'improvement' is. The first line of claim 1 should be changed back. 

Applicant's arguments filed 5/16/08 have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 

Previous arguments and comments are incorporated herein by reference. A motivation is given 
to add white liquor to green liquor. Measuring the parameters which applicant measures has 
been shown to be obvious, in view of the teachinbgs of the references. The fact that no one 
reference uses the identical scheme as applicant does not detract from the obviousness thereof. 
Musow is mainly relied upon for the teaching that any parameter can be measured, so thier 
exact scheme is of less relevance. The arguments overlook that when one controls the rate of 
addition of chemicals, other things such as density also are inherently controlled at the same 
time. That the references do not explicitly recognize this is of no moment, as long as the 
process steps are the same. The arguments on pg. 7 admit that white liquor and green liquor 
are mixed. Apparently, the argument is patentability is because which is 'added to' the other. 
However, 'mixing A and B' is not patentably distinct from 'adding a to B' unless unexpected 
results can be shown. If applicant excludes recycling, this is not claimed. If applicant demands 
recycling, this is not explicitly claimed. The arguments as to measuring and controlling are 
obvious, as above. One can measure what one wants to measure, and the system Is well 
characterized. No patentability is seen in measuring things 'individually'- which would seem 
inherent in the prior art anyway, since it measures 'one thing' at a time. Previous arguments are 
incorporated herein, to address what has been previously and extensively argued. The 
arguments overlook that the references are compatible as a whole and each teaches a part of 
the claimed process, as well in the accumulation indicate that one can optimize the reaction in a 
number of different ways. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication stiould be directed to examiner Hendrickson 
at telephone number (571 ) 272-1 351 . 



/Stuart Hendrickson/ 
examiner Art Unit 1793 



